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The Resource Advisory Committee’s proposed projects must satisfy each of the following conditions:
X (1) The project complies with all applicable Federal laws and regulations.

X (2) The project is consistent with the applicable resource management plan and with any watershed or sub-
sequent plan developed pursuant to the resource management plan and approved by the Secretary concerned.

X (3) The project has been approved by the resource advisory committee in accordance with section 205, in-
cluding the procedures issued under subsection (e) of such section.

X (4) A project description has been submitted by the resource advisory committee to the Secretary concerned
in accordance with section 203.

X (5) The project will improve the maintenance of existing infrastructure, implement stewardship objectives
that enhance forest ecosystems, and restore and improve land health and water quality.

Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act of 2008
Sec. 204 Evaluation And Approval of Projects By Secretary Concerned (a)
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